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PERCEPTIOiyS OF THE WORK OF
REHABILITATION COUNSELORS WITH THE DEAF

Larry Gene Stewart, Ed.D.
The Rehabilitation Center, University of Arizona
Jerome D. Schein, Ph.D.

Deafness Research & Training Center, New York University
Marcus T. Delk, Jr.
Deafness Research & Training Center, New York University

Recognizing the paucity of research dealing with the process of providing
rehabilitation services to the deaf, the University of Arizona and New York
University, in January, 1974, collaborated in a survey designed to obtain

up-to-date information on the numbers of state Divisions of Vocational
Rehabihtation (DVR) employing Rehabilitation Counselors for the Deaf
(RCDs), how selected individuals perceived the work of these RCDs, and
some of the outcomes of the work of the RCD. The information obtained from

this survey is presented on the following pages, and implications are discussed
in terms of future program planning.

BACKGROUND

Prior to the Sixties the kinds of helping services available to deaf people
in the United States were largely confined to educational programs for schoolage deaf children, occupational training opportunities for deaf people within
vocational training centers designed for the general population, and higher
education at colleges and universities for the general population and at
Gallaudet College, then the world's only college for deaf students. Vocational
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rehabilitation agencies during the Sixties played a major role in financing
post-secondary education and vocational training for deaf people. However,
because there were at that time relatively few rehabilitation counselors
especially trained to work with deaf clients, it was generally difficult for DVRs
to provide the kinds of quality, indepth services — adequate casefinding,
valid and reliable diagostic procedures, effective counseling and guidance,
and proper job placement — to deaf people that were available to hearing
clients. At the same time, several developments took place that resulted in the
employment of significant numbers of RCDs in vocational rehabilitation
agencies throughout the country.
First, broadened federal legislation made it possible for state DVRs to
offer a broader range of services to all handicapped people, and thus more
deaf people became eligible for VR services. This in turn created greater
pressures of DVRs to provide services to more deaf people.

Second, prompted by forward-looking DVR directors, several colleges
and universities recognized the unique service needs of deaf people and
responded by establishing special training programs designed to prepare
counselors capable of working effectively with deaf clients. These training
programs produced RCDs who are quickly employed by DVR agencies
whose administrators were aware of the special communication and training
needs of deaf people.
Third, the growing numbers and diversity of post-secondary education
and training programs for deaf people (e.g., the National Technical Institute
for the Deaf, California State University of Northridge, regional vocationaltechnical training programs, junior college programs) along with broadened
employment horizons generated by our booming economy greatly increased
the need for RCDs who were capable of guiding deaf people in making career
decisions and job placement.
Finally, amidst the growing stream of awareness in our society that
minority groups have the right and the duty to take part in shaping their own
destiny, organizations of and for deaf people (including deaf people, their
parents and their friends) became more active and vocal in pressing for
improved VR services for deaf people.
These forces — broadened federal legislation, new college and university
training programs for RCDs, more numerous and varied training and
employment opportunities, and a more active and involved deaf community
— have resulted in tremendously improved VR services for deaf people.
However, many organizations and individuals concerned with the training,
employment and social horizons of deaf people appear to question the present
quality and quantity of services for deaf people as we near the midpoint of the
Seventies.

Some individuals and organizations feel that VR agencies continue to
offer only token services to deaf people. Others feel that VR agencies should
not be expected to deal with the broad range of life problems faced by deaf
20
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people, but rather all community agencies can and should become more
involved in helping to meet their needs.
Despite the great increase over the past decade in the number of RCDs
employed by VR agencies, some VR agency administrators remain uncon

vinced that the employment of RCDs results in significantly improved services
for deaf clients. A similar feeling appears to be shared by most community
service agencies, since very few cities throughout the country offer special
community services that employ workers for deaf people. These agencies
point out that, while logic might indicate the need for service personnel who
can communicate with the deaf client, there has been no empirical evidence
demonstrating just what it is that such professionals actually are able to
provide and what outcomes of their services are compared to those unable to
communicate readily with deaf clients.
SURVEY METHOD

Ideally, a study of the effectiveness of special counselors who serve deaf

people (RCDs) should use a design that would permit (a) matching of deaf
chents served by special counselors having varying levels of training and ex
perience,(b) comparison of the performance of RCDs in terms of age, sex,
and other personal characteristics, type of employment agency, urban vs.
rural setting, and (c)evaluation of changes in the deaf clients over a period of
time to assess the impact of the counselors. Such a study is complex in nature
and most difficult to implement because of the problems inherent in matnhing
and controlling clients, counselors, and other variables. Consequently, the
design adopted for this study was of a survey-type having the objective of
obtaining the views of individuals who were in a position to observe the work
of counselors who serve deaf people.
Specifically, this study collected the opinions of state directors of VR
agencies, presidents of state associations of the deaf, and superintendents of
schools for the deaf. The reasoning underlying this approach was that these
individuals are in an excellent position to observe the services provided to deaf
people by RCDs in State DVRs, and consequently their perceptions of the
work of RCDs should be reasonably valid indicators of the RCDs' effective
ness with deaf people.

Accordingly, separate questionnaires were mailed to 74 superintendents
of schools for the deaf, 52 directors of state VR agencies, and 42 presidents of
state associations for the deaf. These questionnaires appear in the appendix.
RESULTS

The responses to the survey are presented in three sections corresponding
to the respondents: presidents of state associations of the deaf, superintendVol. 10 No. 1 July 1976
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ents of schools for the deaf, and state directors of vocational rehabilitation.

The responses are categorized and tabulated as received. Discussion of the
results is postponed untU the next section.

Presidents of State Associations of the Deaf

Twenty-two(52%)of the forty-two presidents of state associations of the
deaf responded to the questionnaire.
The responses of these 22 state association presidents indicated that, to
their knowledge,
A.

17 of the 22 state DVRs had RCDs

B.

The introduction of RCDs in these 17 States had these effects:

Response
RCDs improved services

C.

Number
6

RCDs resulted in more clients served
RCDs were more sensitive
RCDs had better communications

4
3
2

RCDs had very little or no effect
The quality of the work of the RCDs was:
Response

4
Number

Good
Fair
Poor

7
6
3
1

Unable to Rate
D.

Reasons for rating of"Good":
Response

Number

Performance of RCD
Better Communication
Other reasons
E.

4
2
3

Reasons for rating of "Fair":
Response
Lack of understanding of the deaf

Number
4

Poor communications
Other

3
1

Reason for rating of "Poor":
Response

G.

22

Number

Poor communications

3

Lack of sensitivity to problems of the deaf
Ways in which RCDsimproved services for deaf clients:
Response
Services were improved

3
Number
3

Better communications

3

More awareness of problems of deaf clients

3
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Number

Other ways
Very little or no improvement
Nonresponse

3
4
1

H. Ways in which RCDs could improve services(for respondents in states
having no RCDs):
Response
Improve services
Become more sensitive

Number
3
1

Fifty-nine (79.7%) of the 74 superintendents of schools for the deaf
surveyed responded to the survey. The responses were from:
A. 50 schools in states having RCDs.
B. 9 schools in states having no RCDs.
C. The introduction of RCDs affected the vocational rehabilitation of

deaf clients in these ways:
Response

Number

Positive impact
Services improved

19
14

Services increased

9

Closer relationship between education and DVR

9

Other

6

Very little or no impact
Nonresponse
D. The quality of RCDs as rated by the superintendents was:
Response

5
1
Number

Good

21

Fair

18

Poor

6

Unable to rate

5

E. Reasons for "Good"rating for RCDs:
Response
Performance of RCD

Number

12

Personal knowledge of the RCD

6

Good communications

5

RCDs knowledge of deafness
F. Reasons for "Fair" rating for RCDs:
Response

5

Number

Lack of knowledge of deafness
RCDs lack of knowledge of rehabilitation work with

1

the deaf
Poor communications

5

Other
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G. Reasons for "Poor" rating for RCDs:

Response
Ineffective performance

Number
5

Poor communication
Other

2
2

H. Ways in which RCDsimprove services in the states:

Response
Better training and job placement
Better relationships between education and

Number
12

rehabilitation
Better communications

10
9

Better rapport between counselor and client
Improved services

6
6
5

More understanding of deaf clients
More attention to deaf clients
Earlier identification of clients
Other

I.

5
4
11

Very little or no improvement
Ways in which the use of RCDs could improve services:
Response

4

Number

Services would increase

2

Improved training and job placement

1

Better understanding of deaf clients
Nonresponse

1
5

State Directors of Vocational Rehabilitation Agencies

Forty-one(79.5%)of the 52 State Directors of Vocational Rehabilitation
agencies surveyed responded to the questionnaire. The following data were
obtained:

A. 34 agencies presently employ RCDs
B. 7 agencies do not presently employ RCDs
C. Number of RCDs employed by each VR agency:
Number ofRCDs
1
2-3
4-5
6-10
11-20

VR Agencies
5
10
8
5
5

Range: 1 to 20 RCDs per agency

24
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D. Number of years VR agencies have employed RCDs:

Length of Time
Less than one year
1 year
2 years
3 years
4 years
5 or more years
Range:4V2 months to 33 years

Number
of
Agencies
2
1
5
2
'0
24

E. Special training or extra qualifications required for employment as an
RCD:

Response

Number

Knowledge of oral/manual communication

22

Orientation to deafness

20

Rehabilitation counseling training

7

Other
None

4
3

F. VR agencies offering RCDs extra compensation (or having special
pay grades) above that paid to regular VR counselors with same years of
service:

Response

Special compensation
No special compensation

Number

2
32

G. Benefits to clients from RCDs:

Response
Improved services

Number
22

Special sensitivity

12

Better communications
Increased rehabilitation
Other

12
7
4

H. Benefits to agency from RCDs:
Response

Better image
Improved services
More sensitivity to deafness
Increased rehabilitation
Other

Number

9
13
—
9
5

Nonresponse
4
I. Increase or decrease in the numbers of deaf clients served through
employment of RCDs:
Response

Number

Increased

32

Decreased

0

About the same

2
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Percentage increase in the numbers of deaf clients served by employ

ment of RCDs:
Number

Responses

4

1-15%

16-30%

11

31-50%

3

51-75%

1

76-100%

2

101-200%

3

201-500%

4

Do not know

4

Range:6%-500% increase

K. For agencies not now employing RCDs:
Number

Responses

Agencies planning to employ RCDs
(3in less than 1 year)
Agencies not planning to employ RCDs
(Reason: Not enough deaf clients)
Do not know

4

2
1

DISCUSSION

Several notable findings emerged from the responses of the state associa
tion presidents, superintendents and VR directors. These are discussed
briefly in this section.

Presidents of State Associations

Interestingly, the response rate for these officials was the lowest(52%)
among the three groups surveyed. Although the rate of response itself is quite
high for a mail questionnaire, it is considerably less than that for the school
superintendents(79.7%)and the VR directors(79.5%).
Seven of the 22 presidents perceived the RCDs in their states as providing

"Good" quality services, while nine reported the quality of services as "Fair"
or "Poor". Despite the small sample involved, these results suggest the need
for State agencies to devote more attention to improving relations with the
deaf community.

Superintendents of Schools for the Deaf

The response rate for the 74 superintendents who were sent survey

questionnaires was satisfactorily high (79.7%), indicating considerable
26
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interest in the study. Some of the findings from their responses were:
1. Only 8% of the 59 respondents perceived the work of the RCD as
having no impact on DVR services for the deaf, compared to 15% of
the presidents of state associations of the deaf who perceived no im
provement as a result of the employment of RCDs.
2. The superintendents' ratings of the quality of the RCDs' performance
indicated that 37% reported "Good" performance while 41% re
ported "Fair" or "Poor" performance.
3. The superintendents and the state association of the deaf presidents
tended to agree on the qualities of effective and ineffective RCDs.
Commonalities of good RCDs included "effectiveness in serving deaf
people", "better communication skills", "understanding of deaf
ness", and "greater sensitivity to the needs of deaf people". The
poor RCDs, on the other hand, were reported as lacking these qual
ities. The data clearly indicated, however, that the superintendents
and state association presidents evaluated the performance of the
RCDs according to similar criteria.

State Directors of Vocational Rehabilitation Agencies

The VR directors, like the superintendents, indicated substantial interest
in the study by responding at a high rate (79.5%). Their responses indicated
that the majority of their agencies (83%) employ RCDs, and that most of
these have four or more RCDs serving deaf people in their state. The number
of RCDs in any one agency ranged from one to 20. The length of time RCDs
have been employed in individual agencies ranged from 4.5 months to 33
years.

The responding directors indicated that the employment of RCDs
resulted in improved services for deaf clients, better communications, special
sensitivity to the needs of deaf clients, and an increase in the number of deaf
people rehabilitated.

The following major findings should be emphasized:
1. Of the 34 VR agencies having RCDs, 32(94%) reported an increase
in the number of deaf clients served through the employment of
RCDs.

2. None of the 34 VR agencies having RCDs reported a decrease in the
number of deaf clients served as a result of hiring RCDs.
3. The percentage of increase in the numbers of deaf clients served by
VR as a result of hiring RCDs ranged from a low of 6% to a high of
500%.

4. VR agencies have varying criteria for the employment of RCDs.
Twenty(54%)require knowledge of oral/manual communication and
48% require orientation to deafness. Only a small number (18%) reVol. 10 No.1 July 1976
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quire training in rehabilitation counseling, and three agencies (7%)
have no special requirements for employment of RCDs.
5. Of the seven VR agencies having no RCDs, four reported they would
be hiring RCDs in the future, and two agencies reported no plans to
hire RCDs due to the fact there were "not enough deaf clients." Only
one agency reported not having taken a position on hiring RCDs.

BMPOCATIGNS OF THE STUDY

This survey of 59 superintendents of schools for the deaf, 22 presidents of
state associations of the deaf, and 41 directors of state divisions of vocational

rehabilitation regarding their perceptions of Rehabilitation Counselors for the
Deaf(RCDs)has important implications for planners of community services.
The results of this study demonstrate clearly that, in the opinion of these
groups, the employment of personnel specifically to serve deaf people results
in significant increases in the numbers of deaf people served as well as
improves the quality of services. Furthermore, the respondents delineated
areas of expertise which they see as essential in order for the specialist to work
effectively with deaf people. These areas include an understanding of the
problems of deafness, sensitivity to the needs of deaf people, skill in com
municating orally and manually with deaf clients, and expertise in meeting
the service needs of deaf clients in specific areas (e.g., training, job place
ment, counseling, and interpreting). The positive impact of RCDs where they
have been employed suggests that, should other service agencies employ such
specialists, similarly successful outcomes can be expected to be obtained.
The variation between superintendents of schools for the deaf and
presidents of state associations of the deaf in their perceptions of the RCD
suggests that there should be a more concerted effort for these individuals,
along with others who are involved in serving deaf people, to develop
mechanisms whereby they may meet periodically and exchange information
with rehabilitation specialists. These meetings would help all involved to be
more aware of available services and the duties and responsibilities of various
service personnel.
The group in the best position to observe the overall performance of the
RCDs — the state directors of VR — support the work of these specialists.
Educators and members of the deaf community are not as strongly agreed on
the RCD's contributions, perhaps because their view of the RCDs is overly
affected by their occasional failures. At this point in the development of the
RCD, we must concede that there is ample room for improvement, both in the
RCDs' preparation and their practice. Nevertheless, state agency directors,
who have the statistical resources on which to base their judgments,
overwhelmingly endorse the use of RCDs in the rehabilitation of the deaf
client.

28
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APPENDIX

On February 15-17, 1974, a Congress on Deafness Rehabilitation will be
held in Tucson, Arizona. One of the major purposes of the Congress is to
consider the implementation of a new model statewide plan for rehabilitation
services for deaf people. In considering future programs for deaf people it is
helpful to assess the effectiveness of special services that are now being
provided, and this brings us to the purpose of this letter.
Dr. Jack Hutchison, Chairman of the NRA Task Force on Deafness, has

asked that the New York University Deafness Research & Training Center
and the Rehabilitation Center of the University of Arizona conduct a brief
survey to obtain basic information on the outcomes of selected rehabilitation

services for deaf people. It is hoped that this information will provide insights
into the strengths and weaknesses of present service efforts for deaf people,
thereby assisting in future programming.
The questions and the distribution of the questionnaire have been
approved by Craig Mills, Chairman, Research and Evaluation Committee
(CSAVR), and Thorold S. Funk, Chairman, Services to the Deaf Committee

(CSAVR). All responses will be kept in strictest confidence. Only anonymous,
group data will be released.

We would be most appreciative if you would complete the questionnaire
and return it to us by January 25,1974.
Sincerely,
Larry G. Stewart, Ed.D.

Jerome D. Schein, Ph.D.

Associate Professor

Director

The Rehabilitation Center
University of Arizona

Deafness Research & Training Center
New York University

Please return to DEAFNESS CENTER, New York University, 80 Washington
Square East, New York, New York 10003.
The following questions are about Rehabilitation Counselors for the Deaf

(RCDs); i.e., counselors whose case loads consist entirely or almost en
tirely of deaf clients. (Please continue your answers on a separate page,
if the space provided is insufficient).
1. Do you presently employ RCDs in your agency?
□ Yes, How many positions have been established?
□ No, (Please skip to question 7.)

2. How long have RCDs been employed in your agency?
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3. What special training or extra qualifications are required to become an
RCD?

4. Do RCDs receive extra compensation (or have special pay grades)than
regular VR counselors with the same years of service?
□ Yes

□ No

5. What benefits do you believe have been obtained from employing
RCDs?

Benefits for deaf clients:

Benefits for the agency:.

6. Has the use of RCDs increased or decreased the number of deaf clients
served, or is the number about the same?

□ Increased, by about what percent?
□ Decreased, by about what percent?
□ About the same

7. (Answer this two-part question only if you do not presently employ
RCDs.)

Do you plan to employ RCDs in the near future?
□ Yes, in about
year(s).
□ No, because

Name of Person Completing Form
State

Title

On February 15-17, 1974, a Congress on Deafness Rehbilitation will be
held in Tucson, Arizona. One of the major purposes of the Congress is to
30
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consider the implementation of a new model statewide plan for rehabilitation
services for deaf people. In considering future programs for deaf people it is

helpful to assess the effectiveness of special services that are now being
provided, and this brings us to the purpose of this letter.
Dr. Jack Hutchison, Chairman of the NRA Task Force on Deafness, has
asked that the New York University Deafness Research «& Training Center
and the Rehabilitation Center of the University of Arizona conduct a brief
survey to obtain basic information on the outcomes of selected rehabilitation

services for deaf people. It is hoped that this information will provide insights
into the strengths and weaknesses of present service efforts for deaf people,
thereby assisting in future programming.
The enclosed questionnaire calls for your opinion of three issues. All

responses will be kept in strictest confidence. Only anonymous, group data
will be released.

We will be most appreciative if you would complete the questionnaire and
return it to us by January 25,1974.
Sincerely,

Larry G. Stewart, Ed.D.

Jerome D. Schein, Ph.D.

Associate Professor

Director

The Rehabilitation Center
University of Arizona

Deafness Research & Training Center
New York University

The following questions are about Rehabilitation Counselors for the Deaf

(RCDs); i.e., counselors whose case loads consist entirely or almost entirely of
deaf clients. (Please continue your answers on a separate page, if the space
provided is insufficient.)

□ Yes

1. Does your state have RCDs?

□ No (Please skip to question 4.)
2. How has the introduction of RCDs affected the vocational rehabilita
tion of deaf clients?

3. (a) How do you rate the quality of RCDs in your state?
□ Good

□ Fair

□ Poor

(b) What influenced your rating?
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4. In what ways do/did RCDs improve services for deaf clients in your
state?

Name of Person Completing Form
State

Title

Please return to DEAFNESS CENTER, New York University, 80 Washington
Square E., New York, New York 10003.

CHARGE TO COMMITTEES

1. Coordination of Agencies and Organizations

Robert G. Sanderson,
Committee Consultant

Charge: Identify diverse organizations serving the deaf, attempt to define
their focus, consider the ways to amalgamate groups into forces for
change. Develop methodology for Delegates to organize local, state, and
national organizations into a viable force. Develop Guidelines dealing
with membership and selection of Delegates.
2. Ways and Means

A1 Pimentel,
Committee Consultant

Charge: Consider ways and means to implement a State Plan in various
states from a fiscal viewpoint. If a fiscal legislative approach to build
services is a priority, what route is necessary, alternatives, etc. Attend to
the basic question, "How do we finance provisions of the State Plan?"
Develop Guidelines dealing with resources.

3. Planning for the Next Congress

Rod Ferrell,
Committee Consultant

Charge: Determine the necessity of future Congresses. Recommend
content of future Congresses in rank order. Focus on methodologies,
participants and funding and essentially recommend next year's Congress
in detail. Develop Guidelines dealing with purposes and meetings.
4. Model Statewide Plan Implementation

Jerome D. Schein,
Committee Consultant

Charge: Streamline Model State Plan ingredients in rank order for state
32

https://repository.wcsu.edu/jadara/vol10/iss1/9

14

Stewart et al.: Perceptions of the Work of Rehabilitation Counselors with the Dea
CHARGE

TO

COMMITTEES

team action, indicate alternative methodologies, focus on personnel and
immediate action. Consider recommendations for changes in Model. De
velop Guidelines dealing with immediate action.

5. Public Education

Stephen H. Kreimer,
Committee Consultant

Charge: Design a program of public education, applicable to states, that
will inform the general public of the needs and aspirations of persons who
are deaf and how the Model State Plan will meet some pressing needs.
Attend to the question, "How do we get information to grass roots?"
Focus public education on all citizens. Develop Guidelines dealing with
public education and involvement.

6. State Rehabilitation Agency Relationships

Robert L. Lauritsen,
Committee Consultant

Charge: Focus on those state or state-federal agencies offering voca
tional rehabilitation or related services to persons who are deaf. Con
sider that section of the Model(Part III, page 9)dealing specifically with
the state-federal vocational rehabilitation agency. Develop Guidelines
dealing with improvement of rehabilitation agency relationships.

7. Resolutions

Larry G. Stewart,
Committee Consultant

Charge: Review, modify, recast resolutions from all committees for pre
sentation to and action by the Congress. Consider "Bill of Rights".
Consider methods of development of Congressional Record. Develop
Guidelines dealing with resolutions. Develop the operational Guidelines
for presentation to the next Congress. Attend other committees*
meetings. Meet with recorders at 11:30 a.m. and indicate their duties.

8. Legislative Approaches

E. B. Whitten,
Committee Consultant

Charge: Focus on methodology of presentation of the Model State Plan to

State Legislatures. Develop specific Guidelines for Delegates to utilize ap
proaching their State Legislatures. Develop your decisions into resolution
form for presentation.

9. Priorities

Norman L. Tully,
Committee Consultant

Charge: Consider inputs from Delegates with reference to priorities,
review needs of persons who are deaf considering available materials and
group experience. Develop consolidated list of priorities to meet the needs
of deaf persons.
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Mary Jane Rhodes,
Committee Consultant

Charge: Nominate for each of the following offices of the Congress: Presi
dent, President-elect, Secretary, Treasurer. Each officer to serve one-year
and to leave office at the end of the next Congress. They will have an

Executive Board made up of 10 chairpersons of standing committees. De

velop Guidelines dealing with elections, duties and responsibilities of
officers. It is recommended that one member of the Nominating Commit
tee attend initial sessions of each Committee to view participants in action
before nominations are made.
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